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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 00-1188

M CHAEL H DI TTON,

Plaintiff

and

VWESLEY GEORGE DITTON, by his next friend
M chael Henry Ditton; NATHAN M CHAEL DI TTON,

ver sus

S. SCOIT MORRI SON; CHARLES F. M TCHELL; HOL-
LAND AND KNI GHT; GERALD M CAlI AZZO, ALLSTATE
| NSURANCE COWVPANY; HEWLETT- PACKARD COVPANY;
REED ELSEVI ER, | NCORPORATED, a/k/a Lexis Law
Publ i shi ng; THE PROGRESSI VE CORPORATI ON, d/ b/ a
Progressive Casualty | nsurance Conpany; AMER-
| CAN EXPRESS TRAVEL RELATED SERVI CE COVPANY,
| NCORPORATED, d/ b/ a Anmerican Express Centurion
Bank; CRESTAR FI NANCI AL CORPORATION, d/b/a
Crestar Bank; CAPI TAL ONE SERVI CES, | NCORPO
RATED; FREDDI E MAC, al/k/a Federal Hone Loan
Mort gage Cor poration; BANK OF AVERI CA NT&SA;
STEVEN K. CHRI STENSON; SHELDON P. SCHUNAN; S.
ROBERT SUTTON;, PAUL MCGLONE; NATHANI EL YOUNG
i ndi vidually and as Director of Child Support,
D vision of Social Services, Commonwealth of
Virginia; G C SERVICES CORPORATI ON;, RI CHARD
D. HOLCOMB, individually and as Comm ssi oner,
Depart ment of Mdtor Vehicles, Comonweal th of
Vi rgini a; BARBARA SAYERS LAN ER, individually
and as Director, Mandatory Continuing Legal
Education Board, Virginia State Bar; ALEX-
ANDRI A COUNTRY CLUB APARTMENTS, d/b/a Oakwood
Apartnments Alexandria; R& REALTY GROUP;

- Appel | ant,

Plaintiffs,



UNI TED STATES POSTAL SERVI CE; DEPARTMENT OF
THE ARMY; JOE DCE;, S. SCOIT MORRI SON CHAR-
TERED, CAPI TAL ONE FINANCI AL CORPORATI ON,
d/b/a Capital One Bank,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Alexandria. Albert V. Bryan, Jr., Senior
District Judge. (CA-99-1901-A)

Submtted: October 31, 2000 Deci ded: Novenber 28, 2000

Before LUTTIG WLLIAMS, and M CHAEL, GCircuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

M chael Henry Ditton, Appellant Pro Se. John Patrick Row ey, |11,
HOLLAND & KNIGHT, L.L.P., Falls Church, Virginia; Christopher
Daniel WIlianms, BRANDT, JENNINGS, ROBERTS, DAVIS & SNEE, Falls
Church, Virginia; Mchael Joseph McManus, DRI NKER, BI DDLE & REATH,
L. L. P., Washington, D.C.; Ronda Lynn Brown, MCGU RE, WOCODS, L.L.P.,
McLean, Virginia; Neil Joseph MacDonal d, HARTEL, KANE, DESANTI S,
MACDONALD & HOWE, L.L.P., Geenbelt, Mryland; Stephen Mirray
Seeger, QUAGLI ANO & SEEGER, Washington, D.C.; C. Thomas Brown,
SILVER & BROMNN, Fairfax, Virginia; James A. Murphy, Jr., Harris Lee
Kay, LECLAIR RYAN, P.C., Richnond, Virginia, C ndra Myers Dowd,
GLASSER & LASSER, Norfol k, Virginia; Brian M MCorm ck, OFFICE COF
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF VIRG NIA, Richnond, Virginia; J. Thomas
Fromre, 11, SHERVMAN & FROWE, Fairfax, Virginia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

M chael H Ditton appeals the district court’s orders denying
his requests for tenporary restraining orders. W have revi ened
the record and the district court’s opinion and find no reversible
error. Accordingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the district

court. Ditton v. Mrrison, No. CA-99-1901-A (E.D. Va. Jan. 18,

2000; Feb. 4, 2000). Ditton’s notion to expedite his appeal is de-
nied as noot. Ditton’s notions to conpel filing of corporate
di scl osure statenments and to stri ke other disclosure statenents are
deni ed. Ditton's multiple notions to show cause and for either
sanctions or attorney disqualification against various Appellees
are denied. Ditton’s notion to consolidate is denied. Ditton’s
notion to strike Appellee Crestar’s response to the notion to
consolidate is denied. Appellees Freddie Mac and Bank of Anerica’s
joint notion to conpel service of notions filed is denied. Ap-
pellees S. Scott Morrison, Charles Mtchell, and Holland and
Knight’s notion for summary disposition is denied as noot. I n
light of the disposition of the appeal, we decline to reconsider
the order denying Ditton’s prior request for a stay of this appeal.
Ditton’s second notion for relief under Fed. R App. P. 8 is denied
and we deny | eave to exceed this court’s page limtations in notion

pl eading. W dispense with oral argunment because the facts and



| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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